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Abstract
Purpose – By using a nontraditional configuration approach, the purpose of this paper is to examine the
effect of personality on entrepreneurial intention and success. Previous research has focused on why
individuals become entrepreneurs and why some are more successful than others. However, most studies
have investigated only single factors or primary personality traits. The current study investigates not only
the strength of the personality-entrepreneurship link, but also clarifies the nature of the relationship.
Design/methodology/approach – Using two independent samples and an innovative regression-based
pattern recognition procedure, the study investigates whether the nature of the personality-entrepreneurship
relationship is driven by individuals’ absolute trait levels or by their idiosyncratic configuration of
personality traits. The non-entrepreneur sample consisted of 225 business students in Eastern China,
specializing in a variety of business subjects. The entrepreneur sample consisted of 120 business owners in a
university entrepreneurial park in Eastern China.
Findings – Results support hypotheses that the two different types of entrepreneurship criteria are predicted
by different personality profile effects. Entrepreneurial intentions are driven by individuals’ personality
patterns (peaks and valleys in profiles). In contrast, entrepreneurial success is driven by personality levels
(individuals’ relative standing on personality traits compared to other entrepreneurs).
Research limitations/implications – The findings enrich the understanding of entrepreneurial
personality. The more significant contribution of the present study was that it differentiated
between personality profile pattern and level effects and investigated whether the nature of the
personality-entrepreneurship relationship is driven by individuals’ absolute trait levels (i.e. how high or low
they score compared to others), or by their idiosyncratic configuration of personality traits (i.e. their
strengths and weaknesses).
Practical implications – The findings of this study may help entrepreneurs to figure out how to be
successful running their own businesses, if they are not graced with a personality pattern that is not favorable
to entrepreneurship. In addition, these findings can help entrepreneurship educators to understand how best
to train entrepreneurs.
Originality/value – The adoption of both person-centered approach and process perspective of
entrepreneurship allowed this study to make major contributions to entrepreneurial personality research.
Keywords Entrepreneurship, Psychology, Entrepreneurial intention
Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Personality approach of entrepreneurship generally focuses on two fundamental questions:
Why do some people but not others become entrepreneurs? Why do some people make more
successful entrepreneurs than others (Hisrich et al., 2007; Shaver, 2007; Zhao and Jung, 2018)?
The personality approach provided the impetus for substantial research in the 1960s and
1970s, with research on need for achievement (McClelland, 1961; Stewart and Roth, 2007), the
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most frequently studied personality characteristic, peaking in the 1980s (Rauch and
Frese, 2007). Earlier research phase focused on identifying the personality characteristics of
entrepreneurs and investigated the differences between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs,
as well as the difference between successful and non-successful entrepreneurs. From
mid-1980s, however, some researchers criticized the pure personality approach of
entrepreneurial research and raised serious doubts as to whether personality plays any role
in interpreting entrepreneurial success (e.g. Carland et al., 1984; Gartner, 1985). Low and
MacMillan (1988) argued that personality-based descriptive studies do not help to develop a
theory of entrepreneurship. Aldrich (1999) even suggested that research on personal traits
seems to have reached an empirical dead end. In sum, research on entrepreneur’s traits found
only weak effects (Aldrich and Wiedenmayer, 1993).
One possible reason for the weak personality–entrepreneurship relationship is that
traditionally studies adopted a correlational or variable-centered method to study the
relationships between personality traits and entrepreneurial criteria. For instance, studies in
this field might focus on one particular personality trait such as openness to experience, and
its impact on an entrepreneurial criterion such as entrepreneurial intention. Besides the
examination of bivariate relationships, researchers also used multiple regression to examine
the relationship between a criterion and a set of predictors. The correlational method focuses
on linear, additive relationship and is variable centered, viewing persons as “replaceable,
randomly selected data carriers” (von Eye and Bogat, 2006). However, the adoption of
correlational method may overlook the uniqueness of particular individuals and narrows the
perspective to one factor among several others (Korunka et al., 2003). For example, when one
examines the impact of risk propensity on entrepreneurial behavior, the risk propensity can
be seen as a (unidirectional) factor on entrepreneurial behavior. And one may overlook
the possibility that the risk propensity and other personality traits together affect
entrepreneurial behavior.
In contrast, researchers have been proposing the configuration or person-centered
approach to study non-linear or non-additive relationships or higher-order interactions
(Horst, 1968; Lee, 1961). The configuration approach posited that a person should be
considered an organized whole, functioning and developing in totality (Bergman and
Magnusson, 1997). Rather than variable centered, the configuration approach is person
centered and pays more attention to how individual’s personality traits act in concert to
shape human behaviors (Bergman and Trost, 2006). In the context of entrepreneurship,
given the fact the entrepreneurs’ personality traits do not develop in isolation, it is desirable
to examine how configurations may better describe the organization of personality traits
within individuals. In other words, the analysis of the entrepreneurial personality should go
beyond concepts of unidirectional causal relationships, which focus narrowly on one factor
(single personality trait) only. The configuration approach can be used to fulfill this
requirement. “Configurations are inherently multidimensional entities in which key
attributes are tightly interrelated and mutually reinforcing” (Dess et al., 1993, p. 784). Recent
approaches emphasize patterns and interrelations within a broader set of configuration
areas (Davison and Davenport, 2002). For example, using the configuration approach,
Dilchert (2007) investigated the relationship between personality profile and leadership and
managerial interests.
Contemporary entrepreneurship research also adopted a process-focused approach
(Bygrave, 1988, 2006; Galanakis and Giourka, 2017; Ucbasaran et al., 2001; Zahra, 2007).
Shane (2003) attempted to construct a unifying theoretical framework for studying
entrepreneurship based upon the nexus of individual and opportunity. Shane (2003) proposed
that a generic entrepreneurial process incorporates a series of potentially overlapping and
recursive stages: the existence of opportunities, the discovery of opportunities and the
exploitation of opportunities. The Shane (2003) model also strategically incorporates the
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moderating and mediating effects of the individual psychological factors. Adopting the
process view of entrepreneurship, Frank et al. (2007) found that the significance of personality
traits varies across different entrepreneurial processes from initial start-up intentions to the
start-up process and realization, and on to business success.
Building upon the previous person-centered approach and process approach of
entrepreneurial personality research, the current study aims to contribute to the
entrepreneurial personality research in three ways.
First, while variable-centered approach focuses on individual’s level of personality trait
(e.g. a score on openness to experience) and previous person-centered approach focuses on
individual’s personality pattern (e.g. the entrepreneurial-prone personality), the two
approaches failed to investigate the two effects simultaneously. Therefore, by using an
untraditional configuration approach (Davison and Davenport, 2002), the first goal of the
currently study is to investigate not only the strength of the personality–entrepreneurship
link but will attempt to clarify the nature of the relationship. In investigating the effect of
personality on entrepreneurship, this study differentiates between personality profile
pattern and level effects. That means, the study will investigate whether the nature of the
personality–entrepreneurship relationship is driven by individuals’ absolute trait levels
(i.e. how high or low they score compared to others), or by their idiosyncratic configuration
of personality traits (i.e. their strengths and weaknesses) (Dilchert, 2007).
Second, adopting the process view of entrepreneurship, the current study aims to
investigate the various influence of personality configuration on different entrepreneurial
stages: entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial success.
Third, a critical issue in person-centered approach is to identify the typical entrepreneurial
personality profile. While previous person-centered studies have advanced our understanding
of the typical entrepreneurial personality profile, more finely grained reference profiles are
desired for further investigation (Obschonka et al., 2013). The current study used the
meta-analytic estimates of the intercorrelations among the Big Five personality traits and
entrepreneurial criteria (Ones et al., 1996; Zhao et al., 2010) to construct the typical
entrepreneurial personality profile. This advanced the methodologies in person-centered
approach of entrepreneurial personality research.
Theory and hypotheses
Personality profile level vs profile pattern
Davison and Davenport (2002) developed a new criterion-related configural methodology.
Using this technique, researchers can parse the variance explained in the criterion between
predictor pattern and predictor level. For example, using the configuration approach,
Dilchert (2007) investigated the relationship between personality profile, leadership and
managerial interests. In the context of this study, the criterion-related predictor pattern is
the Big Five personality trait profile pattern and the criterion-related predictor level is the
Big five personality trait level. The conceptual difference between personality level and
personality pattern is illustrated in Figure 1. For example, individual 1 and individual 2
have the same mean personality level but have different personality pattern. More
specifically, individual 1 has the most elevated scores on openness and extraversion and the
least elevated score on conscientiousness and emotional stability, whereas individual 2’s
personality pattern is almost the mirror image of individual 1. The comparison between
individual 2 and individual 3 illustrates that although individual 3 has higher scores on all
Big Five personality traits than individual 2, these two individuals have the same
personality pattern; that is, they both have the most elevated scores on conscientiousness
and emotional stability but the least elevated scores on openness and extraversion.
One advantage of Davison and Davenport (2002) technique is that it allows to investigate
the nature of the personality–entrepreneurship link in more detail. Specifically, particular
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attention is paid to the influence of personality profile patterns, that is, intra-individual
profiles or configurations across personality domain scores. The investigation of these
pattern effects in the prediction of interest criteria perhaps constitutes the most unique
aspect of this investigation (Dilchert, 2007). Each individual’s profile of Big Five personality
scale scores is decomposed into a level and a pattern component. Multiple regression can
then be used to estimate the relative value of each component for predicting scores on
entrepreneurial criteria: intention or success. Thus, this study shifts the focus from looking
at the strength of the personality–entrepreneurship link to shedding light on the nature of
the relationship between these two domains. While the former issue is also answered by this
investigation, the focus is on partialling the effects of personality profile pattern and level on
individuals’ entrepreneurial outcome.
Personality profile and entrepreneurial intention
According to the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), behavioral intention
is considered to be the most immediate antecedent of a given behavior. Therefore,
entrepreneurial intention is defined as the expressed behavioral intention to become an
entrepreneur (Bird, 1988) and is widely recognized as the first critical step in the process of
becoming an entrepreneur (e.g. Bird, 1988; Krueger et al., 2000).
Previous research has shown that several personality dimensions are related to
entrepreneurial intention. The first trait is high need for achievement (Begley and Boyd, 1986;
Hornaday and Aboud, 1971; McClelland et al., 1953; Rauch and Frese, 2000); the second trait is
internal locus of control (Brockhaus, 1982; Rotter, 1966); and the third trait is risk-taking
propensity (Brockhaus and Horwitz, 1986; Hull et al., 1980; Timmons et al., 1985). Numerous
other traits have also been examined. Gupta and Bhawe (2007) showed that women with more
proactive personality, which refers to the extent to which people are willing to “take action to
influence their environments” (Crant, 1995, p. 532), had a significant decrease in
entrepreneurial intentions compared to women with less proactive personality.
Since the mid-1980s, the five factor model has been found to be a parsimonious yet
comprehensive taxonomy of personality. General agreement among personality theorists
has developed around the use of the terms extraversion, emotional stability, agreeableness,
conscientiousness and openness to experience (Costa and McCrae, 1992; Hogan, 1991;
Judge et al., 1999; Mount and Barrick, 1998). Each personality dimension describes a broad
domain of psychological functioning that is composed from a set of more specific facets.
First, extraversion is primarily associated with the extent to which people are assertive,
dominant, energetic, active, talkative and enthusiastic (Costa and McCrae, 1992). Research
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has shown that extraverted people are more likely to take on enterprising occupations
(Costa et al., 1984). Second, individuals lower in emotional stability tend to experience a
number of negative emotions including depression, irritability and anxiety (Costa and
McCrae, 1992). The work environment, workload, work-family conflict and financial risk of
starting and running a new business can produce high physical and psychological stress.
Therefore, emotional volatility and worrying are expected to be obstacles for
entrepreneurial intention and success (Vesper, 1990). Third, agreeableness assesses one’s
interpersonal orientation. Individuals high in agreeableness tend to be courteous, forgiving,
trusting, altruistic and flexible in dealing with others. Highly agreeable individual has
cooperative values and a preference for positive interpersonal relationships. As such, it is
plausible that a level of agreeableness is necessary to receive the required support to get a
new venture started. Individuals high in conscientiousness tend to be hardworking,
achievement oriented, and persevering in the pursuit of goal accomplishment. Fourth,
conscientiousness is regarded as a broad personality dimension that is composed of two
primary facets: achievement motivation and dependability (Mount and Barrick, 1998).
In the entrepreneurship literature, achievement motivation has been widely studied.
McClelland (1961) proposed that a high need for achievement would drive an individual to
become an entrepreneur. Stewart and Roth (2004) also reported that entrepreneurs have
higher achievement motivation than do managers in their meta-analyses. Fifth, individuals
high in openness to experience are characterized as being intellectually curious, and open to
new ideas and experiences. Individuals high on openness can be described as creative,
innovative, imaginative, reflective and untraditional, narrow in interests (McCrae and
Costa, 1987). Entrepreneurs are supposed to be creative and create something larger than
themselves (Engle et al., 1997). Becoming a founder of a new business is likely to require the
entrepreneur to explore new idea. As such, the attributes of intelligence, broad-mindedness
and originality are salient for starting a new venture. The effect of Big Five on
entrepreneurial intention was evidenced by the recent meta-analyses by Zhao et al. (2010).
They showed that conscientiousness, openness to experience, emotional stability,
extraversion and risk propensity are each positively related to intentions to become
an entrepreneur.
So what is the logic behind the personality–entrepreneurial intention link? Career choice
theory (e.g. Lent et al., 1994) and person–environment fit theory ( Judge and Kristof-Brown,
2004; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) help understand the relationship between personality and
entrepreneurial intention. Considerable empirical evidence from these two theories shows that
people choose work environments that match their personality, values, needs and interests.
According to Holland’s (1997) RIASEC vocational personality model, there are six vocational
personality types, each with a different set of work-related characteristics and interests.
Individual’s development into a certain career is fueled by two different sources:
individual’s born characteristics including basic personality traits and contextual input
(Schmitt-Rodermund, 2004). Entrepreneurial type, one of the six Holland’s vocational
personality types, has been shown to relate to four dimensions in the five factor model of
personality (Costa et al., 1984; Gottfredson et al., 1993) such that higher entrepreneurial
interests relate to higher levels of conscientiousness and extraversion and to lower levels of
agreeableness and neuroticism (Schmitt-Rodermund, 2004). Using sample of 10th grade
students and business founders in East Germany, Schmitt-Rodermund (2004) found that an
entrepreneurial personality profile was linked to entrepreneurial interests and competence.
Research shows that to create a new business venture requires the entrepreneur to take
distinct roles, such as innovator, risk taker, executive manager, relationship builder and goal
achiever (Chen et al., 1998). From the perspective of career choice and person–environment fit
theory (Edwards, 1996; Kristof, 1996; Lauver and Kristof-Brown, 2001), it is expected that
individuals’ decisions to create new business were based on the self-perceived match between
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their own personality traits and the task demands of entrepreneurship. Therefore,
entrepreneurial intentions (being interested in being an entrepreneur) will be driven by
individuals’ personality pattern (peaks and valleys in their profiles) – regardless of how they
compare to others:
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H1. Entrepreneurial intentions will be significantly more predicted by individuals’
personality pattern effects than by level effects.
Personality profile and entrepreneurial success
Having the intention to be an entrepreneur does not necessary mean the individual would be
a successful entrepreneur. Individual’s ability to continue as an entrepreneur underlies
entrepreneurial success. Although some successful entrepreneurs may choose to no longer
continue as the owner and manager of their own business, virtually all unsuccessful
entrepreneurs will eventually be forced to abandon entrepreneurship. Past research has
tended to focus on the comparison of entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs (Davidsson,
2007). However, this line of research could not interpret the entrepreneurial success, because
the personality characteristics that predict business creation behavior may not predict
behavior later on in the entrepreneurship process (Eckhardt and Shane, 2003).
Previous research has shown that several of the Big Five personality dimensions are
related to employee job performance (e.g. Barrick and Mount, 1991). Extending the logic of
this research to entrepreneurial success, it is expected that people who score higher on
personality traits related to behaviors associated with the entrepreneurial role to be more
successful entrepreneurs. This is because they will be more likely to engage in the type of
behaviors called for, will do so with less conscious effort or strain, and will be more satisfied,
committed and motivated in those situations (Markman and Baron, 2003; Rauch and
Frese, 2007). For example, work by Baum and Locke (2004) and Baum et al. (2001)
demonstrates the indirect effect the traits of entrepreneurs have on new venture
performance through constructs such as motivation, strategic choice, growth goals and
vision communication. Extraversion is also a good predictor of job performance for
managers and salespeople (Barrick and Mount, 1991; Vinchur et al., 1998). A trait of
extraversion is the assertiveness of the individual. In a study of entrepreneurs from India,
Malawi and Ecuador, assertiveness was found to be a differentiator between “successful”
and “average” entrepreneurs (McClelland, 1987). Moreover, the ability to establish networks
with suppliers, advisors and customers is a crucial task for entrepreneurs, and doing so
effectively should increase the likelihood of venture success (Baron and Markman, 2000).
Individuals low in emotional stability tend to experience a number of negative emotions
including depression, irritability, and anxiety (Costa and McCrae, 1992). High emotional
stability may aid the ability of individuals to maintain relationships (Hurtz and Donovan,
2000), which should facilitate the entrepreneur’s long-term success through relationships
with customers, employees and resource providers. Entrepreneurs who establish trusting,
flexible and courteous relationships with their customers are more likely to develop alliances
with larger companies, resulting in new product development, shareholder wealth, and
venture survival and, thus, expect to have higher entrepreneurial success (Baron and
Markman, 2000). As the second facet of conscientiousness, dependability indicates the
extent to which one is organized, deliberate, and methodical and can be relied on to fulfill
one’s responsibilities. According to Timmons (1989), being persevering should result in
higher sales productivity, while being well-organized signifies increased efficiency and
effectiveness. The effect of Big Five on entrepreneurial success was evidenced by the recent
meta-analyses by Zhao et al. (2010). Conscientiousness ( ρ ¼ 0.19), openness to experience
(ρ ¼ 0.21), emotional stability ( ρ ¼ 0.18) and extraversion ( ρ ¼ 0.09) are each positively
related to entrepreneurial firm performance.

Using a comparison of four conceptually similar studies on new business start-ups,
Frank et al. (2007) found that the significance of personality traits among (potential)
business founders decreases in the course of start-up/new business development. It is
further proposed that the configuration of personality traits within an individual would
have different impact on entrepreneurial outcome at different stages: entrepreneurial
intention and success. In testing the relationship between personality traits and
entrepreneurial success, Miner (1997, p. 19) asserted, “if one wishes to understand,
predict, and influence people toward entrepreneurial success, the only comparison that
matters is between successful and less successful or failed entrepreneurs.” In other words,
entrepreneurial success will be driven by personality levels – individuals’ relative standing
on personality traits compared to other entrepreneurs:

Downloaded by Wencang Zhou At 16:31 30 October 2018 (PT)

H2. Entrepreneurial success will be significantly more predicted by personality level
effect than by personality pattern effect.
Method
Sample
In order to reach the goal of this study, both a sample of non-entrepreneurs and a sample of
entrepreneurs had to be analyzed. The non-entrepreneur sample consisted of 300 college
students in Eastern China, specializing in a variety of business subjects. Recruitment
focused mainly on students in their senior year, as these students are facing a practical
career choice and, as a group, possess a broad spectrum of intentions and attitudes toward
entrepreneurship (i.e. starting their own business is actually a feasible alternative in their
future). The list of prospective students was obtained from the Graduate Office of the
University, and a random sample of 300 students was selected. Recruitment flyers, study
material and consent forms were distributed via e-mail. Of the 300 students selected, 225
(75 percent) actually took the survey.
The entrepreneur sample consisted of 200 business owners in a university
entrepreneurial park in Eastern China. The list of the business owners was obtained
from the office of the entrepreneurial park. Of the 200 business owners, 120 (60 percent)
responded with the questionnaire.
Measures
Personality traits. Personality was assessed using the Chinese version of Adjective Checklist
(ACL), a well-established measure of normal personality (Gough and Heilbrun, 1983) (i.e. this
measure does not assess clinical or psychopathological traits or disorders). It assesses the
Big Five dimensions emotional stability, extraversion, openness to experience,
agreeableness and conscientiousness. The ACL consists of 300 adjectives; respondents
check those adjectives they think describe themselves. Cronbach’s α ranges from 0.56 to 0.95
(Gough and Heilbrun, 1983). Convergent and discriminant validity information is provided
in the manual via correlations of ACL scales with other established personality
measurements, such as the California Psychological Inventory and the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (Gough and Heilbrun, 1983). These findings support the
construct validity of the various scales. The ACL has been used since 1952 by many
psychologists worldwide and is one of the 100 most frequently used and cited tests in
psychology (Gough and Heilbrun, 2007). The ACL offers several advantages. First, it is
self-administering, may be completed in 10–15 min, arouses little resistance or anxiety.
Furthermore, the ACL reduces the problems of reliability and comparability entailed in
studies relying on interviews or on ad hoc, limited use or abbreviated personality measures
(Constantini and Craik, 1980).

Pattern
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Entrepreneurial intention. Entrepreneurial intentions were measured by six questions
(α ¼ 0.76) adopted from Liñán (2008). On a scale of 1 to 5, the students were asked their
degree of agreement on each of the six statements. One sample item is “I am ready to do
anything to be an entrepreneur.”
Entrepreneurial success. Entrepreneurial success was measured by eight-item self-ratings.
Four items were adopted from GEM minority-owned family business survey. Another four
items were created by the authors of the current study. Sample items are: “Generally speaking,
I am very satisfied with the business,” “I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in
this business,” “I believe I am not as successful as some of my peers” and “It seems that my
business plan is less successful than others I am familiar with.” Responses are given
along a five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s α for the
scale is 0.80.
Demographic data. They survey includes items inquiring about the subjects’ age, gender
and years of experience as an entrepreneur.
Procedure
Davison and Davenport’s (2002) technique is used to analyze the data. At first, multiple
regression is used to identify patterns of personality scale scores that relate to high scores on
the entrepreneurial intention or entrepreneurial success criteria; these patterns are called
criterion patterns. Each dependent variable was regressed on the five personality dimensions
as predictors using the meta-analytic estimates of the intercorrelations among the Big Five
personality traits and entrepreneurial criteria (Ones et al., 1996; Zhao et al., 2010). From this
regression, unstandardized regression weights were obtained for each personality scale.
The average of these regression weights in predicting entrepreneurial intention or
entrepreneurial success was computed across the Big Five personality traits. The differences
between each unstandardized regression coefficient and the mean of the five regression
coefficients represent members of the criterion pattern sets that form the criterion-pattern
vector. A criterion pattern vector can be represented graphically. It essentially describes an
intra-individual profile of personality that is predictive of the criterion regardless of absolute
trait level.
Second, a covariance score is computed for each individual expressing the
correspondence between the configuration of the participant’s personality scores and the
scores in the criterion-pattern vector for the entrepreneurial success. This covariance is
defined Davison and Davenport (2002) as:
 X


1
X pv X p: ðX cv X c: Þ
Covpc ¼
v
where V is the number of predictor variables, Xpv is an individual’s score on a given
predictor scale, Xp. is the mean across all predictor scale scores for a given variable, and Xc.
is the mean across all scores in the criterion-pattern vector. The profile pattern represents
the pattern effect, the degree to which an individual’s personality score profile pattern
corresponds to the profile pattern that has been established to relate to high scores on
entrepreneurial intention or entrepreneurial success. The profile level effect represents the
overall elevation of an individual’s predictor scores and is the average of an individual’s
scores across all predictor scales.
For any multiple regression program, the same predicted value (within rounding error)
could be obtained for every respondent either by regressing the criterion (entrepreneurial
intention or success) onto the five personality traits, or regressing the criterion variable onto the
two predictors: pattern effect (Covpc.) and level effect (X p.). And the same multiple correlation
could be obtained from either of these two regressions (Davison and Davenport, 2002).
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To evaluate the relative contribution of pattern and level effects, scores on the entrepreneurial
intention or success are regressed on scores for the profile pattern and profile level effects.
The total amount of variance explained by individuals’ personality scores can be decomposed
into that explained by their profile patterns and that explained by their profile levels,
respectively. For each effect, ΔR2 is the amount of incremental variance explained over and
above variance already accounted for by the other effect, allowing us to evaluate the relative
contribution of personality score patterns to criterion prediction, independent of participants’
absolute standing on the traits examined and vice versa.

Pattern
versus level

Results
Sample characteristics
Tables I and II present summary statistics for the sample 1 variables and sample 2 variables.
The zero-order correlations in Table I show that except for agreeableness all other four
traits have significant relationship with entrepreneurial intention. And Table II shows that
all the Big Five traits have a significant relationship with entrepreneurial success.
The t-tests also indicate the significant mean difference of each of the Big Five traits
between entrepreneurs and students. Entrepreneurs are higher than students on
conscientiousness (t(200) ¼ 2.69, p o0.01), openness to experience (t(213) ¼ 3.87, p o0.001),
extraversion (t(200) ¼ 5.59, p o0.001), agreeableness (t(221) ¼ 4.55, p o0.001) and emotional
stability (t(187) ¼ 3.82, p o0.001). To test for potential common method bias, the Harman’s
single-factor analysis (Podsakoff et al., 2003) was conducted with an exploratory factor
analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis of the one-factor model. The first factor
explained only 17 percent of the total variance, suggesting that common method bias is
unlikely to be a serious concern for the current study.

Variables

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. Age
2. Male gender
3. Conscientiousness
4. Extraversion
5. Openness to experience
6. Agreeableness
7. Emotional stability
8. Intention
Notes: an ¼ 225. **po 0.01

23.67
0.37
21.98
16.20
12.40
8.24
12.29
20.00

1.73
0.48
14.59
12.00
5.60
5.69
8.64
3.80

−0.01
−0.05
0.00
−0.13
−0.07
−0.06
−0.08

−0.02
−0.14
0.02
0.21**
0.02
−0.11

0.65**
0.54**
0.54**
0.82**
0.31**

0.73**
0.41**
0.66**
0.31**

0.52**
0.57**
0.25**

0.67**
0.10

0.25**

Variables

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. Age
2. Male gender
3. Conscientiousness
4. Extraversion
5. Openness to experience
6. Agreeableness
7. Emotional Stability
8. Success
Notes: an ¼ 120. **po 0.01

23.50
0.52
27.02
24.81
15.04
11.31
16.81
27.39

2.28
0.50
16.25
13.36
5.79
5.64
10.53
4.62

−0.07
0.02
0.17
0.13
0.03
0.09
−0.04

0.12
0.08
0.05
−0.01
0.13
0.12

0.68**
0.67**
0.59**
0.86**
0.40**

0.72**
0.46**
0.73**
0.29**

0.65**
0.78**
0.47**

0.69**
0.37**

0.40**

Table I.
Summary statistics
and correlations for
sample 1 variablesa

Table II.
Summary statistics
and correlations for
sample 2 variablesa
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Personality profile patterns relating to entrepreneurial intention and success
Table III shows the intercorrelations used for multiple regression to find the criterionpattern vectors.
Figures 2 and 3 present the criterion-pattern vectors predictive of high scores on
entrepreneurial intention and success.
The graphical representation of criterion-pattern vectors in Figures 2 and 3 reveals that
the intra-personal personality profile pattern for entrepreneurial intention is quite different
from that of entrepreneurial success. Individuals whose personality profile patterns are
marked jointly by high conscientiousness, high openness to experience, and low
agreeableness have a strong entrepreneurial intention, while individuals whose personality
profile pattern are marked by high openness to experience have a strong perception of
entrepreneurial success.
Evaluation of the personality profile pattern vs profile-level effects
To test H1, entrepreneurial intention was regressed on personality level effect and pattern
effect with hierarchical modeling. The total amount of variance in entrepreneurial intention
that can be accounted for by variance in personality scale score is 15.2 percent. The change of
R2 indicates the relative contribution of personality level effect and pattern effect to
entrepreneurial intention. The ΔR2 of personality pattern effect is 2.4 percent, which is larger
than that of personality level effect (ΔR2 ¼ 1.4 percent). Moreover, when entrepreneurial
Variables

Table III.
Intercorrelations from
meta-analyses to
identify criterionpattern vectorsa

1

2

3

4

5

1. Openness to experience
1.00
2. Conscientiousness
−0.06
1.00
3. Extraversion
0.17
0.00
1.00
4. Agreeableness
0.11
0.27
0.17
1.00
5. Emotional stability
0.16
0.26
0.19
0.25
1.00
6. Intention
0.24
0.19
0.16
0.24
0.22
7. Success
0.21
0.19
0.09
0.05
0.18
Source: aIntercorrelations are adopted from Ones et al. (1996) and Zhao et al. (2010)

6

7

1.00
n/a

1.00

10.0
8.0
6.0
4.0
2.0
0.0
OE

EX

C

A

ES

–2.0
–4.0
–6.0

Figure 2.
Personality criterionpattern vector for
entrepreneurial
intention

–8.0
–10.0

Notes: C, conscientiousness; EX, extraversion; OE, Openness to experience; A,
agreeableness; ES, emotional stability

Pattern
versus level

10.0
8.0
6.0
4.0
2.0
0.0
EX

OE

–2.0

C

A

ES

–4.0
–6.0
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–8.0

Notes: C, conscientiousness; EX, extraversion; OE, openness to experience; A,
agreeableness; ES, emotional stability

Figure 3.
Personality criterionpattern vector for
entrepreneurial
success

intention was regressed on personality level effect and pattern effect simultaneously,
personality level effect is not a significant predictor of entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, H1
was supported. Entrepreneurial intention was predicted more by personality pattern effect
than by level effect.
Following the same procedure, to test H2 entrepreneurial success was regressed solely
and then simultaneously on personality level effect and pattern effect. The total amount of
variance in entrepreneurial success that can be accounted for by variance in personality
scale score is 14.2 percent. The ΔR2 of personality level effect is 5.4 percent, which is
substantially larger than that of personality pattern effect (ΔR2 ¼ 0.4 percent). Moreover,
when entrepreneurial success was regressed on personality level effect and pattern effect
simultaneously, personality pattern effect is not a significant predictor of entrepreneurial
success. Therefore, H2 was supported. Entrepreneurial success was predicted more by
personality level effect than by pattern effect.
Table IV provides the summary of the relative contribution of personality level effect and
pattern effect to entrepreneurial intention and success. The first two columns show the
multiple R as well as R2 obtained when pattern and level effects are entered into the
regression simultaneously. The standardized regression coefficient β indicates the influence
of the respective effect on entrepreneurial intention or success when the other effect is
controlled for; ΔR2 represents the amount of incremental variance explained by each effect
over and above that explained by the other.

Overall
Criterion

R

R2

β

Profile level effect
r
Δ R2

β

Profile pattern effect
r
Δ R2

Intention
0.39
0.152
0.18
0.36
0.014
0.24*
0.37
0.024
Success
0.38
0.142
0.31**
0.37
0.054
0.09
0.30
0.004
Notes: R, multiple correlation; R2, amount of variance accounted for by both effects; β, standardized
regression coefficient; ΔR2, incremental amount of variance accounted for by one effect over the other. Sample
size for correlations between entrepreneurial intention and profile level and pattern effects was n ¼ 225.
Sample size for correlations between entrepreneurial success and profile level and pattern effects was n ¼ 120.
*p o0.05; **po 0.01

Table IV.
Evaluation of profile
level effect and
pattern effect
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Discussion
Main findings and contributions
The present study adopted a person-centered approach and a process view of
entrepreneurship in investigating the effects of personality on entrepreneurial process: from
initial entrepreneurial intention to entrepreneurial success. The main focus of this paper was
to investigate whether the nature of the personality–entrepreneurship relationship is driven
by individuals’ absolute trait levels (i.e. how high or low they score compared to others), or by
their idiosyncratic configuration of personality traits (i.e. their strengths and weaknesses).
It is hypothesized that the two different types of entrepreneurship criteria are predicted by
different personality effects: entrepreneurial intentions (being interested in being an
entrepreneur) will be driven by individuals’ personality patterns (peaks and valleys in their
profiles) – regardless of how they compare to others. In contrast, entrepreneurial success will
be driven by personality levels – individuals’ relative standing on personality traits compared
to other entrepreneurs. The hypotheses were derived from the literature on vocational
interests, which has shown that attraction to a job or position is determined by individuals’
perceptions of their own strengths and weaknesses, not by actual comparisons to their
peers (Dilchert, 2007). In contrast to interests (entrepreneurial intentions), success is more
likely to be influenced by how individuals compare to others in terms of normative (rather
than positive) personality differences. A relatively new, innovative regression-based pattern
recognition procedure was used to investigate the differential effects of personality profile
pattern and level effects (Davison and Davenport, 2002). The results generally supported the
two hypotheses.
The adoption of both person-centered approach and process perspective of
entrepreneurship allowed us to make three contributions to entrepreneurial personality
research. First, the findings enrich our understanding of entrepreneurial personality.
In personality research, there is a debate about the general factor of personality (GFP)
(Musek, 2007), a blend of all socially desirable personality dimensions. While evidence for
GFP factor exists across a number of research studies and personality scales (Rushton et al.,
2008; Rushton and Irwing, 2008), the study of GFP is still using a variable-centered
approach. While the main stream of entrepreneurial personality research adopted a variablecentered approach focusing on individual’s level of personality trait (Rauch and Frese, 2007;
Stewart and Roth, 2001; Zhao et al., 2010), the present study provided evidence that the
configuration of Big Five personality traits within the individual is associated with
entrepreneurship at the individual level. Although the person-centered approach of
entrepreneurial personality is not something new in the field and has been increasingly
adopted in recent entrepreneurship research (Frank et al., 2007; Obschonka et al., 2013; Zhou
et al., 2015), this line of research suffers a weakness of only focusing on the personality
pattern within the individual but overlooking the individual’s absolute strength, or level, on
each trait, just like the variable-centered approach only focusing on the latter. Therefore, by
using an untraditional configuration approach (Davison and Davenport, 2002), the more
significant contribution of the present study was that it differentiated between
personality profile pattern and level effects and investigated whether the nature of the
personality–entrepreneurship relationship is driven by individuals’ absolute trait levels (i.e.
how high or low they score compared to others), or by their idiosyncratic configuration of
personality traits (i.e. their strengths and weaknesses) (Dilchert, 2007).
Entrepreneurship has long been recognized as a process (Bruyat and Julien, 2001;
Gartner, 1985; Moroz and Hindle, 2012; Sarasvathy, 2001, 2006; Shane, 2003). On each
entrepreneurial stage, entrepreneurs need take various actions (Frese, 2009). The impact of
personality traits on entrepreneurial activities and outcomes is supposed to be different at
different entrepreneurial stage (Frank et al., 2007) because the desirable tasks at different
stage vary. Adopting the process view of entrepreneurship, the present study enriched our
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knowledge of the various influence of personality configuration on different
entrepreneurial stages: entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial success.
More specifically, entrepreneurial intention is marked by a personality profile pattern of
high conscientiousness, high openness to experience and low agreeableness, while
entrepreneurial success is marked by a personality profile pattern of high openness to
experience. Entrepreneurial success, however, is marked by a personality profile pattern of
high openness to experience. This finding is contradictory to Barrick and Mount’s (1991)
finding that openness to experience has only a weak positive relationship with managerial
performance. One possible explanation is the nature of our sample. Our sample consisted of
120 start-ups, with all the firms age less than one year. Since all the firms are in their early
stage, the creativity rather than the managerial effectiveness is more important for the
entrepreneurs. Moreover, the relative contribution of personality profile pattern effect or
level effect is different for entrepreneurial intention and success. Entrepreneurial intention is
more predicted by the personality profile pattern effect rather than the level effect. A person
who is higher on conscientiousness, openness to experience and extraversion might be more
likely to start his/her own business, but he/she might not be a successful entrepreneur.
Entrepreneurial success, however, is more predicted by the personality profile level effect,
disagreeing with Stuart and Abetti’s (1990) claim that the existence of, or lack of, certain
personality characteristics are not associated with performance. The results of our study
actually suggest that stakeholders of the new venture would have some indication of the
entrepreneur’s personality.
Yet another contribution of the present study is that it suggested another way to identify
the entrepreneurial personality profile. Responding to the call for more finely grained
reference profiles (Obschonka et al., 2013), the current study used the meta-analytic
estimates of the intercorrelations among the Big Five personality traits and entrepreneurial
criteria (Ones et al., 1996; Zhao et al., 2010) rather than other traditional methods (e.g. cluster
analysis) to construct the typical entrepreneurial personality profile. This advanced the
methodologies in person-centered approach of entrepreneurial personality research. Given
the fact that many new ventures were created by entrepreneurial teams rather than by
individuals, the findings of the current study give insight to examine the effect of the
configuration of personality traits of the entrepreneurial team on venture performance
(Zhou, 2013).
The personality patterns identified in this study are merely predispositions but not
deterministic relationships. Entrepreneurs can always overcome their personality
predispositions. However, overcoming ones predispositions means that the individual is
acting against his/her natural tendencies, and thus requires more effort and more conscious
action than acting in accord with those tendencies (Shane and Nicolaou, 2013). Therefore,
the findings of this study may help entrepreneurs to figure out how to be successful running
their own businesses, if they are not graced with a personality pattern that is not favorable
to entrepreneurship. And these findings can help entrepreneurship educators understand
how best to train entrepreneurs as well.
Directions for future research
Even though this study used Big Five personality traits in analyses, one can probably
expect to find a differential pattern across certain personality facets, especially ones that has
been shown to be related to entrepreneurial criteria, such as achievement motivation
(Zhao and Seibert, 2006), risk propensity (Rauch and Frese, 2007) and self-efficacy
(Rauch and Frese, 2007). The Big Five personality traits were measured by Chinese version
of ACL in the current study. Future research could investigate personality pattern and level
effects on entrepreneurial criteria with multiple measures of Big Five traits and identify the
pattern effect of specific personality facets.

Pattern
versus level
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Another future line of research could look at the impact of positive/negative affect on
entrepreneurship and its possible dispositional antecedents. Affective factors have
recently attracted attention in the entrepreneurship literature (Cardon et al., 2012).
Affect is composed of a broad range of phenomena including affective dispositions,
moods, and emotions, emotion regulation, emotional labor and emotion intelligence
(Fodor and Pintea, 2017). This study shed lights on dispositional affect, namely,
emotional stability, and its impact on entrepreneurial intention and success. Several
theoretical frameworks in this area suggest that motivational/affective factors are
important antecedents of entrepreneurial action (Baron, 2008; Frese, 2009). For example,
while Baron et al. (2012) argued that positive affect has positive effects on cognitive
performance, accuracy of perception, task motivation and self-regulation, negative
affect may have a positive function in entrepreneurship (Foo et al., 2009). However, it is
unclear what the role of personality composition is on the affect-entrepreneurship
relationship, which deserves future research. One meaningful and promising direction
for this line of research is to put personality patterns and affective factors into the
framework of spreading activation theory (Collins and Loftus, 1975).
While entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial success, the dependent variables of
the current study, are important variables from a process perspective of entrepreneurship,
creativity has gain more and more attention in both entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship
literature. It is desirable to investigate the personality pattern and level effects on creativity
in both new ventures and corporate settings.
A number of limitations should be considered in interpreting the results. The two samples,
business students and start-up owners, are highly selective and could not be representative of
the general populations. The samples are also from China and the generalization to other
cultures should be analyzed with caution as well. The other limitation is that this study only
used subjective measures of performance because of the inaccessibility of objective measures.
Although different objective measures of start-up performance have been used in
entrepreneurship research (Samuelsson and Davidsson, 2009), subjective measures of
performance is actually appropriate, given the characteristics of the sample used in this study.
Entrepreneurs in this sample were founders of new ventures in less than one year. For a
nascent venture, measures of performance such as sales or profits may not be relevant since
the new venture is unlikely to have any substantial sales figures when the primary concern is
to establish the venture (Carter et al., 1996). Yet another limitation is the possible common
method bias due to the using of survey methodology. However, it might not be a threat to the
interpretability of the findings. Crampton and Wagner (1994) found that common method bias
does not significantly affect measures that describe personal characteristics or factual events,
such as race, personality and working experience. These limitations have opened new
directions for future research. In addition, future research on the impact of entrepreneurs’
previous venture experience would give insight on the personality configuration and
entrepreneurial intention and success relationship.
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